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Summary
There have been no valid safety related problems raised in the US concerning the low levels of formaldehyde on clothing and textiles. In view of all the studies over the last 30 years indicting that there is not a formaldehyde problem with US textiles products and regulations already in place concerning formaldehyde and textiles, no new regulations are necessary. Because the evidence is so strong that formaldehyde in textiles does not pose a problem to consumers, there is no need for legislative or regulatory action concerning formaldehyde and textiles unless the results of the GAO study, required by Section 234 of the CPSIA which became law August 14, 2008, indicate that action is necessary.  
1. Introduction

Allergic contact dermatitis caused by textiles is rare. There are many reasons other than chemical additives used in processing of textiles that can cause irriation/allegic contact dermatitis – the fabric itself, physical effects of the clothing rubbing the skin, heat retention from perspiration soaked clothes, poor hygiene, fasteners, and other devices attached to clothing, etc. For example, some people may find that fabrics such as wool irritate their skin but it is not an allergy and not chemically related. It is important to note that formaldehyde is ubiquitous and is a natural product present in the air from many sources -- natural processes, in fruits, vegetables and blood, by combustion processes, including motor vehicles, cooking, household heating and brush fires and produced by cigarette smoking. 
2. Fabric levels of formaldehyde should not be confused with airborne levels of formaldehyde gas. 

Fabric levels of formaldehyde are determined by two generally accepted methods (see Appendix 3). Typically, fabric levels are expressed as micrograms of formaldehyde per gram of fabric (µg/g or ppm). Airborne levels are expressed as micrograms or milligram of formaldehyde gas per cubic meter of air (µg or mg/m3; ppb or ppm). There is not a clear correlation between fabric levels of formaldehyde and airborne levels of formaldehyde gas because release mechanisms are numerous and complex. Many factors affect releases and airborne levels, e.g., material and treatment, temperature, humidity, room size, air exchanges in the room, etc. Chamber studies of textiles indicate that a 300-500 µg/g fabric level would have air emissions less than the California Proposition “safe harbor” level of  40 µg/day per textile.
The health risk of high fabric levels is dermatitis; high airborne levels can cause respiratory health problems. The CPSC in the 1980’s considered urea formaldehyde foam insulation (UFFI) to be a hazardous product and took actions under the FHSA against its use. The CPSC Report, “An Update on Formaldehyde, 1997 Revision” indicates: p.3 “… Formaldehyde is one of several gases present indoors that may cause illnesses. Many of these gases, as well as colds and flu, cause similar symptoms.” To reduce levels of formaldehyde from pressed wood products, mandatory formaldehyde standards for emissions from pressed wood products have been promulgated and proposed [CA Air Resources Board an airborne toxic control measure (ATCM) to reduce formaldehyde emissions from composite wood products and from finished goods that contain composite wood products (17 CA Code of Regulations, sections 93120-93120.12) passed 4/07 effective 1/1/09; US EPA, ANPR, “Formaldehyde Emissions from Pressed Wood Products”, 73 FR 73620, 12/3/08].

In the 1980’s CPSC determined that no standard was needed for fabric levels or textile product emissions of formaldehyde for textiles and apparel. CPSC extensively studied formaldehyde and textiles in the 1980's at the Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Research Triangle Institute, and elsewhere (see data below). After numerous studies, it was concluded that formaldehyde levels in textiles and formaldehyde emissions from textiles were so low that they do not pose an acute or chronic health hazard for consumers, i.e. that clothing/apparel does not present an unreasonable risk to consumers from formaldehyde. 
According to chamber tests and other studies on a wide range of textiles/apparel products before and after washing that had been treated with formaldehyde containing chemicals/adducts, the air emissions levels of formaldehyde gas from textiles and apparel were below the level of concern. Further, it was concluded that formaldehyde emissions from textiles and apparel do not require a warning label under California Proposition 65 or by EPA, because test data have shown that their emissions are below the level of concern (<40 µg/day per textile).
3. Dyeing and Finishing of Textiles – where formaldehyde containing chemicals/adducts are used
Textile fibers can be natural or manufactured. Natural fibers are cellulose vegetable fibers (bast, leaf, seed hairs) such as cotton or linen or protein animal fiber such as wool or silk. Manufactured fiber such as rayon and acetate are cellulose polymers; synthetic polymer fibers include nylon, polyester, polypropylene, and spandex. 
Textiles go through many processes to produce a dyed and finished commercial textile. As many as twenty or more finishing treatment can be used (see WD Schindler and PJ Hauser, 2004.Chemical finishing of textiles, Woodhead Publishing, Ltd). Some textile finishing processes use formaldehyde containing chemicals/adducts – for easy-care / durable press / wrinkle resistance for sheeting, shirting, dress goods, knits, and slacks; for textile pigment dyeing for a small number of sheets and for pigment printing; and for flame retardance for very little if any children’s sleepwear and protective work clothing. 
Formaldehyde containing chemicals/adducts are used mainly on cotton and cotton blends and other cellulosic fabrics/textiles (see Appendix 5). Easy care/wrinkle resist cotton apparel accounts for 2% of the total apparel offerings at retail and for 13% of total cotton apparel purchased in 2008. The majority easy care cotton apparel is men's apparel. There is almost no easy care children’s apparel and almost no children’ wear is treated with formaldehyde containing chemicals/adducts of any kind. 

Formaldehyde containing chemicals/adduct finishes are not used on synthetic textiles such as fabrics/apparel/clothing made from nylon and polyester. 
4. Formaldehyde and Textiles

Formaldehyde-releasing finishes provide crease resistance, dimensional stability, and flame retardance for textiles and can serve as binders in textile pigment printing and dyeing (Priha, 1995). Easy-care / durable press / wrinkle resistance finishing is one of the many finishing operations used to give finished textiles the quality and aesthetics that  consumers demand. These finishes are generally applied to cellulose and cellulose blend fabrics -- fabrics used for sheeting, shirting, dress goods, knits, and slacks. The primary effects of these finishes on cellulosic fibers are reduction in swelling and shrinkage, improved wet and dry wrinkle recovery, smoothness of appearance after drying and retention of intentional creases and pleats. Commercially available apparel is not treated with formaldehyde directly to produce easy-care/ durable press / wrinkle resistant textiles. Formaldehyde has not been shown to be a useful reagent to produce wrinkle resistant cotton (Priha, 1995). Methylolamide agents (N-methylol compounds, formaldehyde adducts of amides or amide-like nitrogenous compounds), which introduce ether cross-links between cellulose molecules of the cotton fiber, are the most widely used to produce wrinkle resistant cotton [see P.J. Wakelyn, N.R. Bertoniere, A. D. French, et al. 2007. Cotton Fiber Chemistry and Technology. Series: International Fiber Science and Technology, CRC Press (Taylor and Francis Group), pp75-76]. 
Durable-press/wrinkle resistant resins or permanent-press resins containing small amounts of formaldehyde have been used on cotton and cotton/polyester blend fabrics since the mid-1920s to impart wrinkle resistance during wear and laundering. Priha (1995) indicated that formaldehyde-based resins, such as urea-formaldehyde (UF) resin, were once more commonly used for crease resistance treatment. However, better finishing agents with lower formaldehyde release have been developed and are what is currently used. Totally formaldehyde-free crosslinking agents are now available but they are expensive and do not perform as well (e.g., can affect some dye shades). 
There are a small amount of sheets where acrylic and acrylic- based binders that can contain traces of formaldehyde are used for pigment printing and dyeing. Very little if any halogen phosphorus flame retardants that contain formaldehyde are used on children’s sleepwear and protective work clothing. 

Some apparel that is treated with formaldehyde containing chemicals/adducts can potentially release trace amounts of formaldehyde, even though they are bonded to the fiber. If apparel, cotton and cotton blends and other cellulosic fabrics/textiles, are treated with formaldehyde-derived chemicals (i.e., formaldehyde adducts of amides or amide-like nitrogenous compounds, acrylic binders or halogen phosphorus flame retardant compounds), the potential trace amount of formaldehyde that could be released should be far below levels that would cause irritation or any health effects or affect the environment. 

It has been reported that the average formaldehyde level contained by textiles made in the USA is approximately 100–200 µg free formaldehyde/g as measured by the AATCC Method 112 sealed jar test (results using AATCC Method 112 are about 4 times higher than that measured using ISO 14184-1 / Japanese Law 112 Method) (Scheman et al., 1998). Modern innovations through the use of derivates and scavengers and other low-emitting resin technology (Wakelyn, et al 2007 cited above) keep the levels below 100-200 ppm (as measured by AATCC 112 Method). The AATCC 112 method has been the most common way for determining formaldehyde levels in fabrics in the US but since textiles are international products ISO 14184-1 and the Japanese Law 112 Method are now being used more often.
Tests in New Zealand on Chinese textiles (see Appendix 4), which were conducted after incorrect stories reported high fabric formaldehyde levels, showed that “97 of 99 items had no detectable or very low levels of formaldehyde.” “Two items had above the acceptable level of 100 parts per million, but simple washing reduced formaldehyde to well below acceptable levels.”
It is easy to neutralize the formaldehyde with Clorox 2. It has been known for a long time that simple laundering with normal commercial detergents greatly reduces any formaldehyde or lowers to non-detectable levels.
Published scientific studies indicate that it is very rare for even highly sensitized individuals to have a reaction to formaldehyde fabric concentrations as low as 300 ppm [by AATCC Method 112] (Hatch and Maibach, 1995). And patch testing with formaldehyde, textile resins that can release formaldehyde, and formaldehyde-releasing preservatives lend support to the idea that the causal agent of allergic contact dermatitis due to wearing durable press fabrics may be the resin rather than formaldehyde that may be released. 

- Hatch KL, Maibach HI (1995) Textile dermatitis: an update (I). Resins, additives and fibers. Contact dermatitis, 32:319–326.

- Priha E (1995) Are textile formaldehyde regulations reasonable? Experiences from the Finnish textile and clothing industries. Regulatory toxicology and pharmacology, 22:243–249.

- Scheman AJ, Carrol PA, Brown KH, Osburn AH (1998) Formaldehyde-related textile allergy: an update. Contact dermatitis, 38:332–336. 

- Clothing Dermatitis and Clothing-Related Skin Conditions, August 2001, http://www.lni.wa.gov/Safety/Research/Dermatitis/files/clothing.pdf ).

5. US Government studies regarding formaldehyde and textiles

Both the US Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC) and the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) have determined that no standard for fabric levels or product emissions is necessary for textiles and apparel. 
CPSC extensively studied formaldehyde and textiles in the 1980's at the Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Research Triangle Institute, and elsewhere. After these studies, it was determined that formaldehyde fabric levels and formaldehyde emissions from textiles do not pose an acute or chronic health problem to consumers.
- Robins, J.D. and Norred, W.P., Bioavailability in Rabbits of Formaldehyde from Durable Press Textiles, Final Report on CPSC IAG 80-1397, USDA Toxicology and Biological Constituents Research Unit, Athens, GA, 1984.

- ORNL/TM-9790 'Formaldehyde Release from Durable-Press Apparel Textiles' Final Project Report to CPSC  Oct 1985 [TG Mathews, CR Daffron, ER Merchant] http://www.ornl.gov/info/reports/1985/3445600564985.pdf
- RTI 'Percutaneous Penetration of Formaldehyde'  (July 1981-83) submitted in Jan 1984 to ATMI and FI by A R Jeffcoat, RTI [rhesus monkey study] [Any formaldehyde that was release did not show up in any organs of the animal. Dr Peter Pruess previously with CPSC and now with EPA was involved these studies.}
- CPSC Briefing Package on formaldehyde and textiles  "Status Report on the Formaldehyde in Textiles Portion of Dyes and Finishes Project"   [Sandra Eberle (to Peter Pruess and others), 1/3/84] p.4 Conclusions: 'current evidence, although not conclusive, does not indicate that formaldehyde exposure from resin-treated textiles is likely to present a carcinogenic hazard.'

Formaldehyde emissions from textiles do not require a warning label under CA Proposition 65.

Much work was done by the textile and cotton industries when Prop 65 was first being implemented in 1986. The textile and cotton industries resolved this issue with the CA Health and Welfare Agency in 1987 to 1992. Chamber and other studies were done with various textile products before and after washing. The state of CA indicated in a letter to the textile industry in 1988 that the state has no information  that suggests that textiles pose a risk (Letter to W.A. Shaw, Textile Industry Coalition from Dr. S.A. Book, Science Advisor to the Secretary, California Health and Welfare Agency, Mar 22, 1988). The regulation of Proposition 65 is now under Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), CA EPA. The concern in CA lately has been with emissions from wood products not textiles. As far as I am aware there has not been a bounty hunter suit in CA against apparel. No product has a "general exemption" but a product is not required to have warning labels and has no requirements under Prop 65 unless that product causes potential exposure above the “safe harbor limit” to any substance that is on the Prop 65 list. The key point is that the trace emissions of formaldehyde from an individual textile does not exceed the “safe harbor level” of 40µg/day for formaldehyde (gas) [http://oehha.ca.gov/prop65/pdf/2009FebruaryStat.pdf]. 
6. Conclusion

In view of all the studies over the last 30 years indicting that there is not a problem with US textiles and regulations already in place concerning formaldehyde and textiles, no new regulations are necessary. There should be no action concerning formaldehyde and textiles unless the results of the GAO study required by the CPSIA clearly show that areas of concern still exist. 

Appendix 1  Formaldehyde containing chemicals used in textile and apparel dyeing and finishing are regulated by US CPSC and other US regulatory agencies. 

· CPSC has the authority to regulate formaldehyde under the Federal Hazardous Substances Act (15 U.S. Code 1261-1278). CPSC already has authority to regulate substances/chemicals or mixtures of substances on textiles that may cause substantial personal injury or illness during any customary or reasonably foreseeable handling or use and has a regulation [under “strong sensitzer” in section 2(k) of the Act, 16 CFR 1500.13(d) (repeated in 1500.3(b)(9))]. CPSC has banned chemicals in the past under the FHSA and investigated formaldehyde, flame retardants, dyes, and other chemicals used in preparation, dyeing, and finishing of textiles. 
· EPA under the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) has authority over all chemicals in commerce and can set restrictions or ban chemicals. They currently have a significant new use rule that covers any flame retardants as well as any textile chemicals. EPA also can regulate emission levels from products but is not concerned with formaldehyde emissions from textiles and apparel. 

· OSHA has the authority to regulate exposures of formaldehyde within a workplace (29 CFR 1910.1048). The OSHA workplace level is 0.75 ppm (8 hr TWA). Also products containing > 0.1 % formaldehyde and “materials capable of releasing formaldehyde into the air, under foreseeable conditions of use at concentrations reaching or exceeding 0.1 ppm are subject to regulation including labeling, worker training and MSDS’s.

· California Proposition 65 [the Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act of 1986] requires labeling for chemicals known to the state of California to be carcinogens or reproductive toxins that cause exposures of significant risk. Product emissions of formaldehyde gas from textiles and apparel do not require labeling under California Proposition 65, because tests have shown that their emissions are below the level of concern, i.e., the “safe harbor level” for formaldehyde that does require labeling is <40 µg/day per textile. 40 µg/day per textile is negligible compared to natural background levels.
· There are also national and international voluntary standards (e.g., American Association of  Textile Chemists and Colorists [AATCC], the American Society for Testing and Materials [ASTM], and International Organization Standards [ISO]) that are used in the textile industry.  In addition, the American Apparel & Footwear Association [AAFA] publishes a Restricted Substances List (RSL) that many companies are using in addition to their own RSLs. 
· There are also eco-labeling standards, e.g., the EU Ecolabel for Textiles, Oeko-Tex Standard 100 and sustainability standards (e,g,. NSF-336) for textiles are being developed by the American National Standards Institute (ANSI).

Appendix 2 International standards, company requirements, voluntary labels

There are governmental restrictions, company requirements (e.g., Levi Strauss, Marks and Spencer) and several labels (e.g., EU Ecolabel, Oeko-Tex Standard 100) that set limits for free or easily freed formaldehyde in textiles. The European eco-label for textiles [EU (2002), Ecolabel for Textiles,   http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2002:133:0029:0041:EN:PDF] has a limit of 300 ppm formaldehyde (by ISO-14186-1/Japanese Law 112 Method). Finished fabrics for adult clothing  and other skin contact textiles may be labeled and called low formaldehyde finished according to Oeko-Tex Stanandard 100 when their free formaldehyde content is lower than 75 ppm (Japan Law 112 Method). 
Eight counties in the world have formaldehyde requirements for textiles ranging from 1500 ppm (in Germany) to 75 ppm (in Japan measured by the Japanese Law 112 Method) for textiles that contact the skin. The other countries are 100-120 ppm (measured by the Japanese Law 112 Method/ ISO 14184-1).Discussion in the “Proposed Government Product Safety Policy Statement on  Acceptable Limits of Formaldehyde in Clothing and other Textiles” by the New Zealand government [http://www.consumeraffairs.govt.nz/policylawresearch/product-safety-law/proposed-statement/proposed-policy-statement.pdf ] gives a summary of  International formaldehyde limits is clothing and other textiles (p. 3). International regulatory limits show a diverse spread. Japan has the most stringent limits for clothing in direct contact with the skin, 75 ppm. The section on Test Method on p. 5 first paragraph states:  Below 20 ppm the result is reported as “not detectable”. This is for the proposed acceptable testing method, ISO 14184-1, which is essentially the same as Japan Law 112 Method. Öko-Tex 100 defines measured values <20 ppm on the substrate according to Japan Law 112 Method as non detectable. In the AATCC Method 112 the margin of error or the “zero” level in low-level samples is 75 ppm.

Appendix 3 Measuring the amount of formaldehyde in textiles

There are currently two generally accepted methods of measuring formaldehyde in textiles. The method used needs to be specified. It is important an acceptable testing method be used. It is the only way that meaningful data can be obtained.
· AATCC Method 112 (“sealed jar test”) – Free and releasable/hydrolysable formaldehyde may be captured by this procedure. The test specimen is suspended over an aqueous solution in a sealed jar at a given temperature for a specific time. Formaldehyde gas given off is absorbed in to the aqueous solution; formaldehyde in the solution is derivatized and the color of the resulting complex is measured with a visible spectrophotometer. Formaldehyde amount is expressed as micrograms of formaldehyde per gram of fabric (µg/g or ppm). The margin for error or the “zero” level in low-level samples is about 75 ppm. This has been the predominant method used by the US Textile Industry.                                                                                       
- AATCC Technical Manual, Test Method 112
· ISO-14184-1 and Japanese Law 112 Method [The ISO and the Japanese methods are essentially the same and give the same results] – Free formaldehyde is measured and probably only a small amount of releasable/hydolizable formaldehyde is measured. The formaldehyde is extracted from the specimen into water,  the formaldehyde is derivatized and measured with a visible spectrophotometer as above. The limit of detection for both methods or “zero” level is 20 µg/g or ppm. The ISO Standards for testing formaldehyde provide internationally agreed methods of testing.
  - ISO 14184-1:1998 Textiles -- Determination of formaldehyde -- Part 1: Free and   

    hydrolized formaldehyde (water extraction method) 

  - ISO 14184-2:1998 Textiles -- Determination of formaldehyde -- Part 2: Released 
    formaldehyde (vapour absorption method)
  - Law for the Control of Household Products Containing Harmful Substances  

    (Japanese Law 112) and Japanese Industrial standard (JIS) L 1041
· An AATCC Method 112 reading of 300 ppm (meeting most US retailer requirements) may give a ISO-14184-1/Japanese Method 112 value of 75 ppm – an exact correlation between the two methods is not possible. Other methods for measuring formaldehyde on fabrics have described but how they correlate with the ISO-14184-1/Japanese Law 112 Method or the AATCC 112 Method is not published. 
Appendix 4 New Zealand testing in 2007on Chinese clothes
http://times.busytrade.com/489/1/Chinese_Clothes_Gain_Good_Comment_From_New_Zealand.html 

Chinese Clothes Gain Good Comment From New Zealand
 (October 23, 2007)  From:fiber2fashion
Chinese clothes gained good comment from New Zealand for its high safety index, which has much to do with the Chinese government' s Longtime effort on improving product quality. On October 17, the New Zealand Ministry of Consumer Affairs posted on its website the result of the formaldehyde test it conducted on 99 items of Chinese clothes. 
According to the Ministry, among the 99 items, 97 did not contain or contained formaldehyde lower than the country’s standard, and the two items that contained formaldehyde higher than the standard could lower its formaldehyde content through simple cleaning. The test result of New Zealand authority showed that Chinese clothes were safe. 
We noticed the wide publicity of high formaldehyde content in Chinese clothes on New Zealand media since August this year. The test that New Zealand government conducted and the result it released proved that Chinese products were safe. China appreciated the objective attitude of New Zealand in handling this issue. 
Chinese government attached great importance to product quality and safety. A series of recent measures to tighten quality control and food safety control would significantly improve the quality and reputation of Chinese products. 
According to the China Customs, China exported about 290 million US dollars worth of clothes to New Zealand, accounting for 70.5% of its apparel market. In the formaldehyde test that New Zealand conducted this time, Chinese exports made up 84% of the tested clothes. 

Ministry of Commerce of the People's Republic of China (MOFCOM)…
http://www.fibre2fashion.com/news/textile-news/newsdetails.aspx?news_id=42744 

	New Zealand : Formaldehyde tests show no health issue in clothes
October 18, 2007
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	Test results released show little cause for concern about levels of formaldehyde in clothing and textiles on sale in New Zealand.

“In response to concerns raised by television programme Target, the Ministry of Consumer Affairs tested 99 items of clothing and manchester,” says Consumer Affairs Minister Judith Tizard.

“97 of 99 items had no detectable or very low levels of formaldehyde.” “Two items had above the acceptable level of 100 parts per million, but simple washing reduced formaldehyde to well below acceptable levels.”

Twenty parts per million is accepted internationally as the zero mark under which formaldehyde in fabric is not detectable.

Ms Tizard says the Ministry used the correct method of testing and its results were robust and credible. “Target used the wrong testing method, which is why their results were so dramatically different.”

“In line with international best practice for testing clothing, the Ministry tested for free formaldehyde only. Target tested for combined free and bound formaldehyde. They then compared this with international standards for free formaldehyde.”

“It was like testing apples and oranges against a standard for apples only.” 

The government is to issue a product safety policy statement setting acceptable levels of formaldehyde in clothing, a move that will provide greater certainty for New Zealand consumers.

“We are consulting on the appropriate levels, but expect they will be similar to those used as benchmarks in the Ministry’s testing, which were based on levels used by overseas regulators.”

Submissions on the proposed policy statement are due by 26 November.

The Ministry of Consumer Affairs have been working closely with the Australian Competition and Consumer Commission, who are today also announcing a consistent approach to acceptable levels of formaldehyde in clothing.
 

New Zealand Ministry of Consumer Affairs



Appendix 5 Easy care market information 1) what is offered at retail, 2) what the consumer is buying.
 
1) Retail Offerings

Apparel

· Easy care cotton apparel accounts for 2% of the total apparel offerings at retail.  

· The majority (97%) of easy care cotton apparel is men’s apparel.

Easy Care Apparel Categories

	Category
	Share of Products with Easy Care

	Total Men’s Apparel
	4%

	Men’s Dress Shirts
	9%

	Men’s Casual Pants
	14%

	Men’s Other Pants
	15%


Home Textiles

· Easy care cotton apparel accounts for 1% of the total home textile offerings at retail.  

	Category
	Share of Products with Easy Care

	Bedding
	1%

	Sheeting
	3%


Source:  Cotton Incorporated’s Retail Monitor™ is a quarterly survey of apparel products at 26 major US retailers.  Information is collected in the store and online.  In first quarter 2009, data were collected from 42,564 apparel products.  The home textiles data is from the 2009 Home Textiles Audit.  Data were collected from over 25,000 products from nine retailers from four different retail channels –mass, chain, specialty and department.  

2) Consumer Purchases

· Easy care cotton apparel accounted for 13% of total cotton apparel purchased in 2008.  

· The majority (66%) of easy care cotton apparel purchased was men’s apparel.

Easy Care Apparel Categories

	Category
	Share of Purchases with Easy Care

	Total Men’s Apparel
	20%

	Men’s Dress Shirts
	39%

	Men’s Casual Pants
	25%

	Men’s Other Pants
	45%


Source: The consumer purchase data is from NPD Fashionworld’s AccuPanel, a panel of 12,000 consumers who report their apparel purchases on a monthly basis; therefore, the data are based on purchases from all retail channels including mass merchants, national chains, department stores, specialty stores, off-price, factory outlets, warehouse, Internet, etc…  The figures are projected to be representative of the U.S. population for consumers ages 13 and older – so this does not include children’s apparel.
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